Is Christ called the Son of God only because of His
resurrection?

By Terry Hill

In Seventh-day Adventist literature today, the belief is promoted that Christ is
not really the Son of God. This is even though the Bible and the spirit of
prophecy (the writings of Ellen G. White) are both very clear that this is His true
relationship to God.

Various reasons are given for not taking God at His word (see Matthew 3:17,
John 17:5 and 2 Peter 1:15-17). In the official literature of the church, it is said
that the designation ‘Son of God’, as is the expression ‘God the Father’, is only
a metaphor. On the other hand, some take the view that this title has been given
to Christ only because of His birth at Bethlehem. Others say it only because of
His resurrection from the grave. In contrast to this, there are those, such as
myself, who do take God at His word. They believe that Christ really is God’s
Son. Such today is the mixture of beliefs amongst Seventh-day Adventists.

In October this year (2024), a brother asked me what | believed about Psalm 2:7

“I will declare the decree: the Lord hath said unto me, Thou art my Son; this day
have | begotten thee.” Psalm 2:7

According to this brother, there were those who, by using this text of Scripture,
were trying to persuade him that because it was used by the apostle Paul with
respect to the resurrection of Jesus (Acts 13:33), this is proof that Christ was
not begotten of God in eternity (and is therefore not the Son of God from
eternity) but is only called God’s Son because of His resurrection from the
grave.

Below is my reply to this brother. | publish it here so that it may be the means of
helping others, like this brother, who have been urged to believe the same. God
bless you as you read it.

For those who wish to read what | believe about the terminologies of the ‘Son of
God’ and ‘God the Father’ only being metaphors, they can do so by going here

Father and Son - Metaphors or not Metaphors (part one)?
https:/itheprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/Metaphors_1.pdf

Father and Son - Metaphors or not Metaphors (part two)?
https://theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/Metaphors_2.pdf
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Is Christ called the Son of God only because of His resurrection?
Dear Brother

It appears to me that the person who opposes the view (your view) that Christ is the
pre-existent divine Son of God, places a lot of dependence on Psalm 2:7, also on the
apostle Paul’'s application of it (Acts 13:33). He makes it seem as though there is
nothing else in scripture that tells us Christ is the Son of God. This of course is far from
true. The Bible, especially the New Testament, is replete with evidence that Christ is
the divine Son of God. This we shall see in this short study. We shall also see what
God has revealed through Ellen White’s writings (the spirit of prophecy). First though
the scriptures — and Psalm 2:7

1. Psalm 2:7

“I will declare the decree: the Lord hath said unto me, Thou art my Son; this day
have | begotten thee.” Psalm 2:7

In itself, the expression “this day” does not mean sometime in the future. It is a
declaration by God that from a certain occurrence onwards (this day/today), Christ is
His only begotten Son (we shall see later that in the New Testament, this verse is
applied to Christ). God could just as well have spoken these words in eternity past as
well as any other time. It is simply a declaration, by God, to His Son. This of course
has an application to David (when he wrote these words) — which | will not go into
here. If you, or the opposer to your view, wish to read a scholarly in-depth article on
this verse, which includes its application to the anointing of David, to Christ, and
typology, you will find an excellent one at the following link. It saves me a great deal

of typing.
https://asitreads.com/2021-12-21-examining-psalm-2/

There is no record of God’s voice being audibly heard saying the words found in Psalm
2:7. What we do have, in Psalm 2:7, is the Son testifying that God did say them to Him
(“Thou art my Son; this day have | begotten thee”). What we also have is Paul, in Acts
chapter 13, making an application of these words to the resurrection of Christ. He also
applies them to Christ in the book of Hebrews (chapters 1 and 5). It is because of
Paul’s application of them to the resurrection of Christ (Acts 13:33) that the opposer
to the view (that Christ is the Son of God from eternity), claims it was only because of
the resurrection that Christ is called the Son of God.

| would personally conclude that if Christ is the Son of God only from, also only
because of, His resurrection from the grave, then this is a form of adoptionism, which
historically in Christianity is condemned as heresy. It must also be remembered that
at the baptism of Jesus (see Matthew 3:17), God’s voice was heard saying
“This is my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased” (not that sometime in the future
He will become my Son). The same was said by God on the mount of transfiguration
(John 17:5). There is no evidence that God spoke these words in a future (prophetic)
sense.


https://asitreads.com/2021-12-21-examining-psalm-2/

Even though the words of Psalm 2:7 are used by Paul with respect to the resurrection
of Christ (Acts 13:33), this does not mean that this is the primary (first in time)
application of them. Allow me to explain what | mean.

Concerning the birth of Jesus at Bethlehem (the virgin birth), the gospel writer Matthew
wrote that the angel of the Lord said to Joseph

“And she [Mary] shall bring forth a son, and thou shalt call his name Jesus: for
he shall save his people from their sins. Now all this was done, that it might be
fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, Behold, a virgin
shall be with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shall call his name
Emmanuel, which being interpreted is, God with us.” Matthew 1:21-23

This is a quotation from Isaiah 7:14. Its primary (first) application cannot be to the birth
of Jesus at Bethlehem. Originally it has everything to do with the idolatrous and
unbelieving Ahaz who, 700 years earlier, was the king of Judah. This is the immediate
context of this verse. This therefore is its primary (first/original) application.

Ahaz was invited by God to ask for a sign that the armies coming against him would
not succeed in their mission (Isaiah 7:11). Ahaz, lacking in faith, and depending upon
Assyria rather than God, refused to ask for a sign (v12). It was made clear though that
he was going to get one anyway — whether he wanted it or not. He was told

“Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall conceive,
and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.” Isaiah 7:14

Remember, this was 700 years before Christ came. It was a sign for Ahaz that his
enemies would not defeat him — that God would be with him (Emmanuel — meaning
God with us). It does not say who this “virgin” (young woman) was, but | would say
that Ahaz would have known. If he hadn’t known, it would not make much sense to
say this to him.

The Hebrew word alméa (here translated “virgin” - KJV) does not necessarily mean a
young woman who has not had sexual intercourse with a man but one who is sexually
mature (of marrying age). This would not have been a literal virgin because that would
have been a miracle such as Mary giving birth to Jesus.

What Matthew did when referring to the birth of Jesus (Matthew 1:23) was to make a
secondary application of Isaiah 7:14. He applied the young woman (literally a virgin)
to Mary, and the name Emmanual (meaning God is with us to defeat our enemies), to
a very literal meaning - God actually with us.

In Acts 13:33, Paul may very well have adopted the same type of application. He could
have given Psalm 2:7 another historical application (other than that of its application
to David). Here is the evidence.

Twice in his epistle to the Hebrews Paul cites Psalm 2:7. He wrote of Christ



“Being made so much better than the angels, as he hath by inheritance obtained
a more excellent name than they. For unto which of the angels said he at any
time, Thou art my Son, this day have | begotten thee? And again, | will be to him
a Father, and he shall be to me a Son?” Hebrew 1:4, 5

This “inheritance” was when Christ was begotten of God. Angels are created beings.
Contrastingly, Christ was begotten of God. There is no comparison. This is why the
implied answer to Paul’s question is that never did God say to any of the angels “Thou
art my Son, this day have | begotten thee”. Paul continued

“And again, when he bringeth in the firstbegotten into the world, he saith, And let
all the angels of God worship him.” Hebrews 1:6

This is confirmation that Christ is “the firstbegotten” of God and because of this, like
God the Father, He is worthy of worship. Angels are not worthy of worship. They are
created beings. Notice it says God brought His “firstbegotten INTO the world”, thus
denoting He was begotten in His pre-existence.

In Hebrews 5:5, Paul again cites Psalm 2:7

“So also Christ glorified not himself to be made an high priest; but he that said
unto him, Thou art my Son, to day have | begotten thee.” Hebrews 5:5

This strongly implies that the words “Thou art my Son, to day have | begotten thee”
were spoken by God to Christ before He declared Christ to be a hight priest. This
would be in keeping with what we just noted that Paul said of Christ in chapter one of
Hebrews (verses 4-6).

Christ’s priesthood began when Adam and Eve first sinned. As soon as there was sin,
there was a saviour (an intercessory/substitute priest). From that time forward we were
under grace. It was God who declared Christ to be a high priest, just like it was God
who declared Christ to be His Son. He was declared a Son before being declared a
high priest on behalf of fallen mankind.

The claim

You tell me that the claim made by the opposer to your view is as follows (as he wrote
it to you)

“To say that the birth of Jesus Christ took place sometime in eternity, we have no
basis in "it is written" or in "the Law and the testimony". There is no such thing
declared either in the Bible or in the Spirit of Prophecy.”

As we shall now see, | thoroughly disagree with this conclusion. | believe that the
evidence, in both the Bible and in the writings of Ellen White, is that Christ was God’s
Son before becoming incarnate.

John’s gospel

Much could be said here about what the New Testament tells us about Christ being
the Son of God. | will quote portions of it here. | will begin with John’s gospel.



John said that everything he had written in his gospel was to show that Jesus was the
Christ, the Son of God (John 20:31). His gospel therefore must be considered a
primary source of understanding why Christ is called the Son of God. John wrote

“And many other signs truly did Jesus in the presence of his disciples, which are
not written in this book: But these are written, that ye might believe that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God; and that believing ye might have life through his
name.” John 20:31

Some have said that Christ is only the Son of God because of the events of Bethlehem
but John, by reason of his gospel, denies this to be true. If John meant that Christ was
God’s son only because of the incarnation, then why did he not mention anything about
the events of Bethlehem (e. g. the visitation of angels to Joseph and Mary, the
miraculous conception of a baby in Mary’s womb, the virgin birth, the visit of the
shepherds and the magi, also Simeon’s blessing of Jesus in the temple etc). Nor does
John mention anything of Christ’s child-life. If Christ is called the Son of God only
because of the incarnation, then why didn’t God lead John to write about these things?
John’s record of Christ’s earthly life only begins at His baptism (John 1:29-34).

John wrote his gospel around 65 years after the ascension of Christ. He was the last
surviving apostle, also the writer of the final of the four gospels. His gospel bears no
resemblance to those of Mathew, Mark and Luke. The latter are very similar to each
other. This is why they are called the synoptics. John’s gospel is a theology — a divine
theology. As we just noted, its purpose, given under the inspiration of God (the leading
of the Holy Spirit), was to show that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God (John 20:31).

Every instance of the life of Jesus that John cites is to establish Christ’s divinity (His
divine nature/His Godhead). As you read through John’s gospel, say to yourself at
each instance, “John wrote this to show that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God”,
“John wrote this to show that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God”. If you keep this in
mind as you read through his gospel, you will soon realise that John is saying that
Christ is the Son of God, not merely because of His resurrection, but because of His
pre-existent relationship to God.

John says that Christ is the “only begotten” of God (John 1:14, 1:18. 3:16, 3:18, see
also 1 John 4:9). The Greek word translated in the KJV as “only begotten”
(Movoyevng/monogenes) denotes, in the context John used it, an only child (son or
daughter) of that particular lineage (of a certain parentage). Every instance recorded
by John reveals Christ’s divinity (His divine nature). For further details about this Greek
word monogenes see here

https://theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles _pdf/Another_look_at _monogenes.p
df

Near the end of the 1%t century when John wrote his gospel, errors were being
circulated concerning Christ. These were from those such as the Docetae (who taught
that Christ only appeared to have a human body, and only appeared to die at Calvary),
and from those like Cerinthus (who taught that the divine person of Christ only entered
the body of Jesus at His baptism and vacated it when His human body died at Calvary).
Hence both groups taught that (a) the divine person was not actually made flesh, and


https://theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/Another_look_at_monogenes.pdf
https://theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/Another_look_at_monogenes.pdf

(b) the divine person did not actually die at Calvary. If you read John’s little letters,
especially the one we call 1 John, it becomes very clear that John is writing against
such doctrines (especially against those who says Christ had not actually come in the
flesh).

So it was that to prove Jesus was the pre-incarnate divine Son of God, also that He
was made flesh, and that He really did die at Calvary, John began his gospel this way

“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was
God. The same was in the beginning with God. All things were made by him; and
without him was not any thing made that was made. In him was life; and the life
was the light of men. And the light shineth in darkness; and the darkness
comprehended it not.” (John 1:1-5).

Ellen White wrote of these opening words of John

“‘How precious are these words! By them some have been led to believe in Christ
as the Son of God. ... The writer of these words plainly shows that Jesus Christ
is one with the Father. Christ is called the Word. He is the first-begotten of the
Father.” (Ellen G. White, Ms 111 1903, October 22nd 1903, ‘That they may be
one; As we are one’)

Ellen White was here referring to Christ’s pre-existence — not to His future resurrection.
He was the Son of God before He came to earth. He is the only begotten of God (John
1:14, 18, 3:16, 3:18, 1 John 4:9). As John went on to say

“And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we beheld his glory,
the glory as of the only begotten of the Father,) full of grace and truth.” John 1:14

These opening words of John are his thrust against the teachings of those such as the
Docetae and Cerinthus.

Staying with John’s gospel: Consider Martha’s confession of faith (this was when
Jesus came to Bethany to raise Lazarus from the dead)

“...Yea, Lord: | believe that thou art the Christ, the Son of God, which should
come into the world.” John 11:27

Martha was not referring to the future resurrection of Christ. She was speaking of Him
prior to coming to earth. In other words: She was referring to Him as the Son of God
before He took on human nature (before He became incarnate).

Then there is the blind man whom Jesus healed. Jesus heard that the Jews had cast
him out of the temple, and when He had found him, He said unto him (as John
records),

“Dost thou believe on the Son of God? He [the healed man] answered and said,
Who is he, Lord, that | might believe on him? John 9:35-36



Jesus replied
“...Thou hast both seen him, and it is he that talketh with thee.” John 9:37

No reference is made here to a future resurrection. Christ was here referring to His
personal identity.

The Jews knew only too well that Jesus called Himself the Son of God. They knew
also that He claimed God as His Father. From this they recognised Jesus as claiming
to be equal with God. As John recorded

“Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill him, because he not only had broken
the sabbath, but said also that God was his Father, making himself equal with
God.” John 5:18

Ellen White commentated in Desire of Ages

“Jesus claimed equal rights with God in doing a work equally sacred, and of the
same character with that which engaged the Father in heaven. But the Pharisees
were still more incensed. He had not only broken the law, according to their
understanding, but in calling God "His own Father" had declared Himself equal
with God. John 5:18, R. V. (Ellen White, ‘The Desire of Ages’ page 207,
‘Bethesda and the Sanhedrin’)

God’s messenger continued

“The whole nation of the Jews called God their Father, therefore they would not
have been so enraged if Christ had represented Himself as standing in the same
relation to God. But they accused Him of blasphemy, showing that they
understood Him as making this claim in the highest sense.” (Ibid

The “highest sense” can only be that He really was God’s only begotten Son. This is
why the Jews said to Pilate

“... We have a law, and by our law he ought to die, because he made himself the
Son of God.” John 19:7

While we can see what the Jews meant by this statement, it is not strictly true. This is
because it was not Christ who made Himself the Son of God but God the Father
(Psalm 2:7, Hebrews 5:5).

The point is: The resurrection did not make Christ equal with God. He was equal with
God in His pre-existence as the divine Son of God. This was when He was in the form
of God (Philippians 2:8). The Jews knew exactly what He was claiming.

Jesus is reported as saying to the Jews who were denying His claims of Sonship to
God

“Say ye of him, whom the Father hath sanctified, and sent into the world, Thou
blasphemest; because | said, | am the Son of God? John 10:36



This had nothing to do with a future resurrection. It was all to do with Christ’s personal
identity. The Jews knew He was referring to His claims of pre-existence (see also John
8:58). They were saying His claims were nothing short of blasphemy.

John reported that when Jesus first heard that Lazarus was sick, He said to His
disciples

“...This sickness is not unto death, but for the glory of God, that the Son of God
might be glorified thereby.” John 11:4

John also reported that John the Baptist said
“And | saw, and bare record that this is the Son of God.” John 1:34
The same Bible writer reported that Nathanael said to Jesus
“... "Rabbi, thou art the Son of God; thou art the King of Israel” John 1:49.

None of the above references to Christ being the Son of God can have any application
of this terminology being because of a future resurrection. There is no evidence of
such a conclusion. John set out to show that Jesus was the Christ, the Son of God
(John 20:31). | would say he achieved his objective.

Other New Testament verses concerning Christ being the Son of God

When Jesus asked the disciples “Whom do you say that | am” (see Matthew 16:13-
15), Peter replied

“.... Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.” Matthew 16:16
Jesus responded

“...Blessed art thou, Simon Barjona: for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto
thee, but my Father which is in heaven.” Matthew 16:17

Jesus said that Peter’s reply was a revelation from God — not human reasoning. Peter
could not have been referring to the resurrection. He didn’t even believe that Christ
could die. As Matthew records

“From that time forth began Jesus to shew unto his disciples, how that he must
go unto Jerusalem, and suffer many things of the elders and chief priests and
scribes, and be killed, and be raised again the third day. Then Peter took him,
and began to rebuke him, saying, Be it far from thee, Lord: this shall not be unto
thee. But he turned, and said unto Peter, Get thee behind me, Satan: thou art an
offence unto me: for thou savourest not the things that be of God, but those that
be of men.” Matthew 16:21-23”

Peter certainly didn’t believe that Christ was the Son of God because of a future
resurrection from the grave. He didn’t believe Jesus would die let alone be resurrected.
Matthew reported that those who were ridiculing Jesus when He was on the cross
mocked Him saying



“....If thou be the Son of God, come down from the cross ...He trusted in God;
let him deliver him now, if he will have him: for he said, | am the Son of God.”
Matthew 27:40, 43

The Jews were saying that if Christ really was the Son of God, He must have the power
to come down from the cross (not to die). To understand them as saying He was the
Son of God because of a future resurrection would be nonsensical.

We are told in Scripture that when Jesus was baptised, a voice was heard from
Heaven saying, “This is my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased” (Matthew 3:17,
see also Mark 1:11 and Luke 3:22). We are also told that God repeated these words
on the mount of transfiguration. This was when His voice was heard saying, “This is
my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased; hear ye him” (Matthew 17:5, see also
Mark 9:7 and Luke 9:35). Again this had nothing to do with a future resurrection. It is
God making a declaration.

Peter, James and John were with Jesus that day (on the mount of transfiguration), so
they would have heard God speak these words. Peter, when recounting this
experience, says

“For we have not followed cunningly devised fables, when we made known unto
you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but were eyewitnesses of
his majesty. For he received from God the Father honour and glory, when there
came such a voice to him from the excellent glory, This is my beloved Son, in
whom | am well pleased.” 2 Peter 1:16-17

Then of course there are the disciples of Jesus to consider. Matthew records

“Then they that were in the ship came and worshipped him, saying, Of a truth
thou art the Son of God.” Matthew 14:33

The Bible tells us that the disciples did not understand that Jesus would die and be
resurrected on the third day so it was impossible they could have been referring to
Him as the Son of God because of the resurrection (see Luke 18:31-34).

When Jesus was taken to Caiaphas, Matthew reports that the high priest asked Him

“... I adjure thee by the living God, that thou tell us whether thou be the Christ,
the Son of God.” Matthew 26:63

In Mark’s report of this incident, he has Caiaphas asking Jesus, “Art thou the Christ,
the Son of the Blessed?” (Mark 14:61). Mark reports Jesus as replying “... | am: and
ye shall see the Son of man sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in the clouds
of heaven.” (Mark 14:62) The response of the high priest was that Jesus was being
blasphemous (v 64)

Matthew reported that those who were ridiculing Jesus when He was on the cross
mocked Him saying



“....If thou be the Son of God, come down from the cross ...He trusted in God;
let him deliver him now, if he will have him: for he said, | am the Son of God.”
Matthew 27:40, 43

This was the major thing the Jews had against Christ — His claim to be the Son of God.
This had nothing to do with a future resurrection.

How about the men who were possessed with devils (Matthew 8:28-29)? Matthew
records them as crying out, “What have we to do with thee, Jesus, thou Son of God?
art thou come hither to torment us before the time?” Did these demon-possessed men
refer to Jesus as the Son of God because of a future resurrection? That would be
beyond belief. Mark also records (see Mark 3:11) that unclean spirits, upon seeing
Jesus, prostrated themselves before Him saying, “Thou art the Son of God.” Luke tells
us that at the command of Jesus, devils came out of people and cried out “Thou art
Christ the Son of God” (Luke 4:41). How can it be said that they referred to Jesus as
the Son of God because of a future resurrection? It cannot be said. That would also
be nonsensical.

| cannot see how any of these statements that Christ is the Son of God, especially
those made by demons etc, can be attributed to a future resurrection from the grave.
Can you? They were aware of His personal identity before He came to earth.

Evidence from the SOP (Ellen White’s writings)

Huge amounts could be written here from the SOP concerning Christ being the Son
of God prior to anything in the universe being created. Here | will quote a portion of
them.

When Ellen White was in New Zealand, she experienced misunderstandings about
what we, as a denomination, were teaching about Christ. She explained (after saying
that those of other denominations were spreading false rumours about what was
believed by Seventh-day Adventists)

“For instance, an effort was made to obtain the use of the hall at a village four
miles from Hastings, where some of our workers proposed to present the gospel
to the people; but they did not succeed in obtaining the hall, because a school-
teacher there opposed the truth, and declared to the people that Seventh-day
Adventists did not believe in the divinity of Christ. This man may not have known
what our faith is on this point, but he was not left in ignorance. He was informed
that there is not a people on earth who hold more firmly to the truth of Christ's
pre-existence than do Seventh-day Adventists.” (Ellen G. White, Review and
Herald, 5" December 1893, ‘An appeal for the Australasian field’)

At that time (1893), SDAs were teaching that Christ was begotten of God before
anything was created, therefore He was truly the Son of God. This was the standard
belief amongst SDAs. This would continue for decades after she had died. Ellen White
was saying here that they were correct in what these early SDAs were teaching about
Christ’s pre-existence. In further confirmation of this she wrote two years later



“A complete offering has been made; for "God so loved the world, that he gave
his only-begotten Son,"-- not a son by creation, as were the angels, nor a son by
adoption, as is the forgiven sinner, but a Son begotten in the express image of
the Father's person, and in all the brightness of his majesty and glory, one equal
with God in authority, dignity, and divine perfection. In him dwelt all the fullness
of the Godhead bodily.” (Ellen G. White, Signs of the Times, 30th May 1895,
‘Christ our complete salvation’)

Any SDA reading this would have been confirmed in what they were teaching about
Christ. This was that Christ really is the Son of God. Ellen White reaffirmed this 6
weeks later by writing

“The Eternal Father, the unchangeable one, gave his only begotten Son, tore
from his bosom Him who was made in the express image of his person, and sent
him down to earth to reveal how greatly he loved mankind." (Ellen G. White,
Review & Herald 9t July 1895 ‘Te Duty of the Minister and the People’)

The year after her experience in New Zealand (see above), Ellen White asked the
youth of her day

“Who is Christ? (Ellen G. White, Youth’s Instructor, 28th June 1894, ‘Grow in
grace’)

She answered her own question by saying

“He is the only begotten Son of the living God. He is to the Father as a word that
expresses the thought, -- as a thought made audible.” (/bid)

This can only be with reference to Christ’s pre-existence and to His personal identity.

We have been told through the spirit of prophecy that the original controversy in
heaven was over whether or not Christ was the Son of God. Ellen White wrote

“This fact the [fallen] angels would obscure, that Christ was the only begotten
Son of God, and they came to consider that they were not to consult Christ.”
(Ellen G. White, Letter 42, to Elder D. A. Parsons, April 29th 1910, as quoted in
‘This day with God, page 128)

In contrast to this we are also told

“They [the unfallen angels] clearly set forth that Jesus was the Son of God,
existing with him before the angels were created; and that he had ever stood at
the right hand of God, and his mild, loving authority had not heretofore been
questioned; and that he had given no commands but what it was joy for the
heavenly host to execute.” (Ellen G. White, Signs of the Times, 9th January 1879,
‘The fall of Satan’, see also Spirit of Prophecy Volume 1 page 17, ‘The Fall of
Satan’)



The fallen angels were trying to obscure the fact that Christ really is the Son of God.
It was on this point (the Sonship of Christ) that they were seeking to deceive the loyal
angels.

It needs to be remembered that the original outbreak of sin in the heart of Lucifer in
Heaven was PRIOR to the creation of our planet. As Ellen White explained

“The great Creator assembled the heavenly host, that he might in the presence
of all the angels confer special honor upon his Son. The Son was seated on the
throne with the Father, and the heavenly throng of holy angels was gathered
around them. The Father then made known that it was ordained by himself that
Christ should be equal with himself; so that wherever was the presence of his
Son, it was as his own presence. His word was to be obeyed as readily as the
word of the Father. His Son he had invested with authority to command the
heavenly host. Especially was he to work in union with himself in the
anticipated creation of the earth and every living thing that should exist upon it.
His Son would carry out his will and his purposes, but would do nothing of himself
alone. The Father’s will would be fulfilled in him.” (Ellen G. White, Signs of the
Times, January 91" 1879)

Concerning Lucifer, Ellen White also wrote a little later

“There was contention among the angels. Satan and his sympathizers were
striving to reform the government of God. They were discontented and unhappy
because they could not look into his unsearchable wisdom and ascertain his
purposes in exalting his Son Jesus, and endowing him with such unlimited power
and command. They rebelled against the authority of the Son.” (/bid)

The original controversy is over Christ’'s Sonship to God. It can be understood now
why Paul wrote of Christ

“‘Being made so much better than the angels, as he hath by inheritance obtained
a more excellent name than they. For unto which of the angels said he at any
time, Thou art my Son, this day have | begotten thee? And again, | will be to him
a Father, and he shall be to me a Son? And again, when he bringeth in the
firstbegotten into the world, he saith, And let all the angels of God worship him.”
Hebrews 1:4-6

Angels are not divine. Christ is divine because He is the Son of God — begotten of God
before anything was created.

Satan has brought this Sonship dispute down to earth. After Christ's 40 days in the
wilderness, Satan said to Him “If thou be the Son of God” (see Matthew 4:3-6). The
devil and his cohorts are still trying to persuade people today (even Christians) that
Christ is not really who He claimed to be — meaning the one and only begotten Son of
God.

Some may ask why Satan is doing this? The answer is returned through the spirit of
prophecy



“Satan is determined that men shall not see the love of God, which led him to
give his only begotten Son to save the lost race; for it is the goodness of God
that leads men to repentance.”(Ellen White, Review and Herald, 20th March
1894, ‘Christ the center of the message’)

This is the reason why Satan wants to obscure the fact that Christ really is the Son of
God. It takes away the extent and the depth of God’s love for fallen humanity in the
sacrificing of His Son. It certainly reduces what God Himself has suffered in doing so.
As Ellen White wrote

“Said the angel, “Think ye that the Father yielded up His dearly beloved Son
without a struggle? No, no.” It was even a struggle with the God of heaven,
whether to let guilty man perish, or to give His darling Son to die for them. Angels
were so interested for man’s salvation that there could be found among them
those who would yield their glory and give their life for perishing man. “But,” said
my accompanying angel, “that would avail nothing.” The transgression was so
great that an angel’s life would not pay the debt. Nothing but the death and
intercession of God’s Son would pay the debt and save lost man from hopeless
sorrow and misery” (Ellen G. White, Early Writings, page 127)

In another statement - this time written in 1905 (which was 7 years after the publication
of the Desire of Ages) - she explained

“The Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of the Father, is truly God in
infinity, but not in personality.” (Ellen G. White, Manuscript 116, Dec. 19, 1905,
‘An Entire Consecration’)

This is in keeping with John 1:1. He was God and with God. Two persons though
cannot be the same person. One is the Father, the other is the Son of God. Ellen White
also wrote the following

“When Christ first announced to the heavenly host His mission and work in the
world, He declared that He was to leave His position of dignity and disguise His
holy mission by assuming the likeness of a man when in reality He was the Son
of the infinite God.” (Ellen G. White, letter, to J. H. Kellogg, Letter No. K-303,
August 29th 1903)

“The Son of the infinite God came to this earth, and honored it with his presence.
He emptied himself of his glory, and clothed his divinity with humanity, that
humanity might touch humanity, and reveal to fallen man the perfect love of God.”
(Ellen G. White, Review and Herald, 6" June 1907, ‘No other Gods before me’)

“The One appointed in the counsels of heaven came to the earth as an instructor.
He was no less a being than the Creator of the world, the Son of the Infinite God.”
(Ellen G. White, Special Testimonies on Education 1897, page 173, ‘The divine
teacher’)

“But while God's Word speaks of the humanity of Christ when upon this earth, it
also speaks decidedly regarding his pre-existence. The Word existed as a divine



being, even as the eternal Son of God, in union and oneness with his Father.”
(Ellen G. White, Review and Herald, 5th April 1906, ‘The Word made flesh’)

“The whole nation [of Jews] called God their Father, and if Jesus had done this
in the same sense in which they did, the Pharisees would not have been so
enraged. But they accused Jesus of blasphemy, showing that they understood
that Christ claimed God as His Father in the very highest sense.” (Ellen G. White,
Review and Herald 5th March 1901, ‘Lessons from the Christ-Life’)

“When Christ was upon earth, it was difficult for those with whom he daily
associated to realize that he was divine. It was difficult for the members of his
own family to comprehend the fact that he was the Son of God.” (Ellen G. White,
Review and Herald, 11th June 1889, Man's Failure to Comprehend Divinity in
Humanity’)

“O how wonderful, how almost incredible it is, that the infinite God would consent
to the humiliation of his own dear Son!” (Ellen G. White, Christian education,
page 107 ‘The book of books’, 1893)
In consideration of the above, | cannot see there is any way that it can be said that
Christ is only the Son of God because of the incarnation or the resurrection. That, as
far as | am concerned, would be an impossible conclusion to draw. Hopefully, the
opposer to your view will draw the same conclusion.
| could write much more but | will leave it there. | hope this has been of help to you.
Terry Hill
19t October 2024
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